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Harold — 

TiiHiik yo i ijnank ^ou for S6ndi.ng .r.9 your works 
on the assassination. First~your observation 
about Harper's not taking a piece on the assassi- 
nation literature is ouite correct. After as- 
signing me an article on the current status of 
such research, paying expenses, et al., they 
have turned down the piece. I'm convinced it's 
n solid piece of writing, so whatever 'MIBBEBV 
mysterious logic there was, prevailed, (it 
could be that they will instead ask St. Seorge 
to do some tiling similar.) ^nyway, that's a 
calculated Hazard of free-lancing, especially 
if you stick to one topic generally, ffnat 
I will probably do is break the article ctown 
and do different pieces on different aspects 
of the research, culture, and 'literatui-e 
surrounding assassination investigation. 

Tr>u may be sure, your books are most helcful. 

T don't agree with your analysis of the CTIA 
conference. T don't dismiss the more outrageous 
researchers because of their flamboyance; if you 
start wTith the event of Nov 22 63, virtual'',y 
no concTusion about rossible oarticipants or 
methodo''ogy can be dismissed. T am ouite 
aware of the un'rcnown researchers who were not 
at the conference or even mentioned, but I can't 
accept noteriety as criteria for substance, or 
■'.ack thereof, nor does anonymity make anyone more 
authoritative, (I find Skolnick both obnoxious and 
-ascinating, the trouble l''es in discerning “wiBIthe 
50 % of his babDling^'ls accurate, and which is an 
extension of the rest.) i am glad the links be- 
tween Watergate and Dallas was forced to the floor, 
quite disappointed that once it got there frivolity 
was pretty much the rule. As significant as Dallas 
was, even that too should be put in a larger per- 
spective, hisotrical and otherwise. 

With high regard for your work. 




